Competitive Self-efficacy and Solvers’ Sustained Participation in the Crowdsourcing Contest Market: The Moderating Effect of Regulatory Focuses by Wu, Wei et al.
Association for Information Systems
AIS Electronic Library (AISeL)
PACIS 2017 Proceedings Pacific Asia Conference on Information Systems(PACIS)
Summer 2017
Competitive Self-efficacy and Solvers’ Sustained
Participation in the Crowdsourcing Contest
Market: The Moderating Effect of Regulatory
Focuses
Wei Wu
University of Science and Technology of China, ariawu@ustc.mail.edu.cn
Qian Huang
School of Management, University of Science and Technology of China, Huangq@ustc.edu.cn
Hefu Liu
University of Science and Technology of China, liuhf@ustc.edu.cn
Robert M. Davison
City University of Hong Kong, isrobert@cityu.edu.hk
Follow this and additional works at: http://aisel.aisnet.org/pacis2017
This material is brought to you by the Pacific Asia Conference on Information Systems (PACIS) at AIS Electronic Library (AISeL). It has been
accepted for inclusion in PACIS 2017 Proceedings by an authorized administrator of AIS Electronic Library (AISeL). For more information, please
contact elibrary@aisnet.org.
Recommended Citation
Wu, Wei; Huang, Qian; Liu, Hefu; and Davison, Robert M., "Competitive Self-efficacy and Solvers’ Sustained Participation in the
Crowdsourcing Contest Market: The Moderating Effect of Regulatory Focuses" (2017). PACIS 2017 Proceedings. 147.
http://aisel.aisnet.org/pacis2017/147
                                             Competitive self-efficacy and solvers’ sustained participation 
Twenty First Pacific Asia Conference on Information Systems, Langkawi 2017  
Competitive Self-efficacy and Solvers’ 
Sustained Participation in the 
Crowdsourcing Contest Market: The 
Moderating Effect of Regulatory Focuses 
                           Research-in-Progress 
Wei Wu 
Joint PhD Program of University of 
Science and Technology of China and 
City University of Hong Kong 




School of Management, University of 
Science and Technology of China 




School of Management, University of 
Science and Technology of China 
Hefei, Anhui, PR China  
 liuhf@ustc.edu.cn 
 
    Robert M Davison 
College of Business, City University of 
Hong Kong,  




Despite being identified as one of the crucial factors that determine solvers’ sustained 
participation, solvers’ self-efficacy perception in the crowdsourcing contests market (CCM) has 
received relatively little attention and there exists much ambiguity in its mechanism. This 
research-in-progress proposed a model that reconstruct the self-efficacy belief as competitive 
self-efficacy and incorporate the moderating role of regulatory focuses based on self-efficacy 
theory and regulatory focus theory to offer a more comprehensive understanding of the role of 
self-efficacy. This study aims to contribute to further studies on retaining solvers participation 
by appealing attention to the real mechanism that influence solvers’ decision and to offer 
implication for service providers to better identify the potential long-term core members and 
to better energize solvers’ participation. 
Keywords:  Competitive self-efficacy, promotion focus, prevention focus, crowdsourcing 
contest market, continuance Behavior 
Introduction 
Crowdsourcing contest marketplaces (CCM), in which solvers voluntarily compete on challenges posted 
by clients, have frequently been utilized in fields that involve creativity and innovation to develop 
solutions for problems and tasks (Boudreau and Lakhani 2013). Comprising a diverse and multifaceted 
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population, the task for the marketplace to retain the community of solvers turns out to be not trivial. 
Solvers’ evaluation of the potential benefits and their own self-efficacy has been identified by previous 
studies as the key determinants of their sustained participation (Feller et al. 2012，Sun et al. 2012，
Cahalane et al. 2014). Yet, despite the realization of its importance, little attention has been paid to the 
understanding of solvers’ self-efficacy perception in the CCM. 
Self-efficacy perception is crucial, as an important ex-post feeling that pertains to future performance 
capability, for individuals’ task continuance behavior (Sun et al. 2012). While it is suggested that self-
efficacy is task- and situation-specific (Bandura 2012), little attention has been directed toward the 
uniqueness of this concept in a competitive setting. Competition is a process with a forced social 
comparison (Dru 2003). The primary task in the CCM is therefore to outperform others in the contests 
that solvers self-select themselves into (Nevo and Tajedin 2016). Under this circumstance, the 
importance of a relative expectations of success arises. The previous focus on self-efficacy from only an 
internal personal perspective (whether I can accomplish the task) (Sun et al. 2015) may therefore fall 
short of fully explaining solvers’ sustained participation in the CCM. It is highly likely that people can 
accomplish the task to a high standard yet still fail to make a winning bid. Hence, the concept of self-
efficacy in the CCMs requires further clarification. Furthermore, the formulation and function of solvers’ 
self-efficacy perception does not take place in a vacuum but is contingent on solvers’ motivational states. 
Previous studies utilized extrinsic/intrinsic motivation (Sun et al. 2012) and goal orientation (Nevo and 
Tajedin 2016) to capture the motivational states. Yet, it was revealed that solvers are often hindered by 
the potential futility of their efforts. This tendency to avoid potential wasted effort has been neglected 
by existent studies in understanding solvers behavior in the CCM. 
To address the above concerns, we propose a model that incorporates solvers’ self-efficacy perception 
as well as their regulatory focuses based on social cognitive theory and regulatory focus theory. Firstly, 
solvers’ competence belief in CCMs in the sustained participation stage should be defined as competitive 
self-efficacy to leverage its predictive validity. Competitive self-efficacy can be defined from an outcome 
perspective as solvers’ belief in their ability to make successful bids in the CCM. While task expertise is 
necessary to produce competitive outcomes in the CCM, the challenges and impediments to acquire 
winning bids also involves other abilities that are specific to the CC setting (Yang et al. 2010). Besides, 
as for its formulation, past performance was identified as the major cue, especially in the sustained 
participation stage (Gist and Mitchell 1992). Secondly, to illuminate the contingent factors that influence 
the formulation and functions of self-efficacy in the CCM, we further examines the moderating role of 
regulatory focuses as it well captures the solvers’ two co-existing countervailing motivational states. 
The present study is expected to produce both valuable theoretical and practical implications. 
Theoretically, the introduction of competitive self-efficacy to the CCM context will provide direction for 
future research that concerns solvers’ competence beliefs in sustained participation. Meanwhile, the 
moderator analysis may offer insights into the reasons why certain groups of people persist through ups 
and downs in the CCM. Practically, it serves to inform the marketplace of the potential constitution of 
their long-term core members. By understanding the moderating role of solvers’ regulatory focuses it 
can help the marketplace to motivate solvers’ participation more effectively.  
                                             Competitive self-efficacy and solvers’ sustained participation 
Twenty First Pacific Asia Conference on Information Systems, Langkawi 2017  
Theoretical background 
Social cognitive theory (SCT) 
Definitional issue of competitive self-efficacy   
Social cognitive theory (SCT) argues that individuals’ behavior is determined by the influence of the 
social system and their own cognition. Based on this assumption, self-efficacy, which refers to 
individuals’ evaluation of their capability to produce desired outcomes through affecting the 
environmental control over their actions, was suggested as playing a major role in SCT (Bandura 2012). 
Online CCM differs from traditional contest as it involves a dynamic participation process rather than a 
simultaneous one (Yang et al. 2010). As the contest is posted, solvers are free to enter and submit their 
solutions whenever they want before the contest ends. The participation information (including the 
amount of submissions and sometimes even the content of the other participants’ submissions) is 
available to the solvers to make their own participation decisions. Given this uniqueness, although it is 
undeniable that task capacity is required to produce competitive solutions, it also involves abilities that 
are specific to the competitive settings (e.g. bidding strategies and contest selection). Besides, for 
performance in a CCM, an outcome-oriented definition is employed ( Khasraghi and Aghaie 2014). 
Success in the CCM is usually measured by the winning bids that solvers have made. Given this 
requirement for success and the distinct meaning of success in the CCM, while Bandura defines self-
efficacy as targeted perceived capacity on a general level, we define competitive self-efficacy as the belief 
that one has the ability to produce competitive outcomes in the CCM. 
Regulatory focus theory   
Regulatory focus theory is embedded within the fundamental idea that human behavior is driven by two 
co-existing regulatory systems which address individuals’ different survival needs (Arazy and Gellatly 
2012). The two co-existing regulatory systems were put forward as promotion focus and prevention 
focus (Bandura and Locke 2003) which indicate different psychological states that influence individuals’ 
choice making, perception of their goals, strategies adopted to reach the ends, and how they assess and 
respond to the outcomes (Arazy and Gellatly 2012). While a promotion focus centers on the ideal self-
guide that involves hopes, wishes, aspirations and desired end-states while a prevention focus centers 
on the ought self-guide that oriented toward safety and security. In the CCM, the private-good nature of 
the contest outcome and the forced social comparison cultivate a more salient tendency in the solvers to 
avoid losses and image risks (Cahalane et al. 2014). Therefore, solvers can be eager to pursue the rewards 
from participation as well as to avoid potential failures and losses (Deng and Joshi 2016). Evidence can 
be found in studies that validate the salient role of risk consideration (Cahalane et al. 2014) and concerns 
over competition intensity (Shao et al. 2012). These two co-existing regulatory systems can trigger 
different strategies that solvers use to process the performance feedback as well as influence their 
decision making in sustained participation. 
Hypotheses development 
The research model is depicted in Figure 1: The present study focuses on the role of solvers’ competitive 
self-efficacy, which is developed from their cognitive processing of past performance in determining 
their sustained participation. Meanwhile, this study incorporates the moderating role of solvers’ self-
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regulatory focuses, which reflect the countervailing motivational forces that interfere with the formation 
and function of competitive self-efficacy based on the regulatory focus theory. 
Competitive self-efficacy and solvers’ continuance behavior  
Solvers in the CCM have no contractual obligations to contribute and face the risk of the futility of effort, 
which make competitive self-efficacy an especially influential motivating factor. Competitive self-
efficacy can fuel solvers’ enthusiasm in that individuals will not be likely to act or to preserve their effort 
if they perceive that their attempts will not be successful (Tierney and Farmer 2002).  
H1：Solvers’ competitive self-efficacy can positively contribute to their continuance behavior. 
Antecedents of competitive self-efficacy in sustained participation stage 
To capture the dimensions of past performance, we rely on (1) the total amount of remunerations as a 
positive feedback that is accumulated from solvers’ prior successes (2) the fact that failures are difficult 
to avoid in competitive settings. The failure frequency and failure recency are adopted to capture the 
negative performance feedback. The larger the number of failures, the more solvers would doubt their 
own self-efficacy in offering superior solutions. However, meanwhile, time can diminish the negative 
effect ( Khasraghi and Aghaie 2014) if the last failure happened a long time ago.   
H2a: Solvers’ past performance (reward amount) positively contributes to their competitive self-
efficacy. 
H2b-2c: Solvers’ past performance (failure frequency and failure recency) negatively contributes 
to their competitive self-efficacy. 
Besides, solvers can be rational in calculating their payoffs and costs (Sun et al. 2014). When they acquire 
a high level of remunerations from participation, their confidence in their ability to generate competitive 
outcomes will be undermined to a lesser extent from failures. The failure frequency, as the quantitative 
measurement of negative feedbacks from their past performance, can enhance the impact of failure 
recency on solvers’ competitive self-efficacy. When the solver has already received much negative 
feedback about their performance, the recent failure would be more defeating, and can even be the straw 
that breaks the camel’s back. 
   H2d: Solvers’ total amount of rewards acquired can negatively moderate the relationship between 
failure frequency and their competitive self-efficacy. 
H2e: Solvers’ failure frequency would positively moderate the relationship between failure 
frequency and their competitive self-efficacy. 
 
Figure 1.  Conceptual Model 
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The moderating effect of self-regulatory focuses 
A promotion focus usually leads solvers to give more emphasis to the outcome of gains and successes 
which are in congruent with the strategy of approaching rewards. The rewards accumulated from past 
participation will be regarded as positive attainment toward goals (Sun et al. 2014). Furthermore, 
feedback that is framed as gains toward goal attainment sustains high self-efficacy (Bandura and Locke 
2003). Therefore, with this focus, solvers usually hold a firmer belief that there is a high possibility of 
future success when they have acquired rewards from past participation. A prevention focus will make 
solvers worry about future failure especially when they experience past failures in the contests. Vigilance 
is most likely to be trigged in a prevention focus when the outcome of losses and failures is present which 
is incongruent with the strategy of avoiding losses. As potential wasted effort caused by failures can 
increase solvers’ cost perception, which is viewed as negative toward goal attainment (Sun et al. 2014), 
solvers’ competitive self-efficacy will suffer (Bandura and Locke 2003). Meanwhile, solvers with a 
prevention focus can be calmer when facing successes and gains.  
H3a: The positive relationship between the reward amount and solvers’ competitive self-efficacy 
is strengthened when they are in a promotion focus but reduced when they are in a prevention focus 
  H3b: The negative relationship between the failure feedback (failure frequency and failure 
recency) and solvers’ competitive self-efficacy is strengthened when they are in a prevention focus but 
reduced when they are in a promotion focus.  
Regulatory focus and competitive self-efficacy represent two distinct yet complementary mechanisms 
(Tumasjan and Braun 2012). This means that they will function in a compensatory manner. When a 
solver perceive himself as low in competitive self-efficacy, the low motivational states can be leveraged 
by a promotion focus as they would focus more on achieving goals, proactively aim for “hits” and be 
more willing to take risks. This may help solvers to push aside the self-doubts but center on the potential 
positive gains (Tumasjan and Braun 2012). Meanwhile, solvers with a prevention focus would be more 
vigilant. A prevention focus, therefore, in the CCM context will make solvers focus more on avoiding the 
potential loss of effort. When solvers perceive themselves as low in competitive self-efficacy in the CCM 
context, a prevention focus would enhance the negative effect from low confidence and let them shy 
away from expending their time and energy. 
H4a: The influence of competitive self-efficacy on solvers’ continuance behavior will be negatively 
moderated by promotion focus. 
  H4b: The influence of competitive self-efficacy on solvers’ continuance behavior will be positively 
moderated by prevention focus. 
Research design 
Solvers will be asked about their subjective evaluation of their competitive self-efficacy and their 
regulatory focuses in the CCM. Meanwhile, objective data will be employed to measure the past 
performance and solvers’ continuance behavior. Data will be collected from the solvers on Taskcn.com 
who have actual participation experience. Taskcn.com was launched in 2006 and has more than 3.5 
million solvers. The sample size is expected to be more than 200.  
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Conclusion 
To sum up, we aims to shed light on the solvers’ sustained participation from the perspective of their 
self-efficacy perception by integrating the self-efficacy and regulatory focuses theory. To give emphasis 
to the uniqueness of the outcome orientation of the definition of performance and the relative 
expectation of success in the CCM, the concept of ‘competitive self-efficacy’ was introduced. Besides, the 
moderating role of solvers’ regulatory focuses extends the existent understanding of solvers’ cognitive 
processing strategies in formulating the competitive self-efficacy and their final behavior decisions from 
the established competitive self-efficacy. We hope that IS researchers can build on this work to further 
resolve the extent of divergence in solvers’ sustained participation.   
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